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1 . Claims 1-18 are pending. 

2. Claims 1-18 are rejected. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Comroe et al. (U.S. Patent 4,926,495 referred to as Comroe). 

4. For claim 1 , Comroe teaches, a computer aided dispatch system comprising: 

a master dispatch database comprising one or more data tables, each data table having 
one or more entries, each containing information pertaining to the dispatch of services 
by one or more mobile units; 

a central dispatch computer system capable of accessing the master dispatch 
database; 

one or more mobile terminals, comprising a processor and a local dispatch database; 
wherein, whenever a change is made to the master dispatch database by the central 
dispatch computer system, the change is automatically sent by the central dispatch 
computer system to the one or more mobile terminals, which in turn each make a 
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substantially similar change to its local dispatch database. (See Comroe, Col. 4 lines 
28-60) 

5. For claim 2, Comroe teaches, the system of claim 1 wherein the change is sent 
by the central dispatch computer system at substantially the same time the change is 
made to the master dispatch database. (See Comroe, Col. 5 lines 23-36) 



6. Claims 10, and 1 1 disclose the same limitation but in the form of a method as 
opposed to a system, the rejection applied to claims 1 , and 2 applies equally as well to 
claims 10, and 11. 

Claim Rejections ~ 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 3 f 6, 7, 8, 12, 15, 16, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Comroe in view of Castillo et al. (U.S. Patent 5,379,337 
referred to as Castillo). 
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8. For claim 3, Comroe teaches, the system of claim 2 wherein the change is one of 
an a modification of an existing entry in the master dispatch database, (See Comroe, 
Col. 7 lines 1-17) 

Comroe fails to teach, the system of claim 2 wherein the change is addition of a new 
entry in the master dispatch database, and a deletion of an entry in the master dispatch 
database. 

Castillo teaches, the system of claim 2 wherein the change is addition of a new entry in 
the master dispatch database, and a deletion of an entry in the master dispatch 
database. (See Castillo, Col. 46 line 35 to Col. 47 line 2, Col. 56 lines 23-54, Col. 57 
lines 30-54 and Col. 58 lines 1-5) 

It would be obvious pf one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the system of Comroe with the method of Castillo because both provide for 
improvements to the public safety systems. (See Castillo, Col. 4 lines 6-14) and (See 
Comroe , Col. 2 lines 50-62) 

9. For claim 6, Comroe teaches, the system of claim 2 wherein the central dispatch 
computer system comprises a dispatch server and a gateway computer, wherein the 
dispatch server is capable of making the change to the master dispatch database and 
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the gateway computer is capable of accessing the master dispatch database and (See 
Comroe, Col. 5 lines 23-36) 

Comroe fails to teach, sending information about new, modified and deleted entries to 
the one or more mobile terminals. 

Castillo teaches, sending information about new, modified and deleted entries to the 
one or more mobile terminals. (See Castillo, Col. 46 line 35 to Col. 47 line 2, Col. 56 
lines 23-54, Col. 57 lines 30-54 and Col. 58 lines 1-5) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 3, applies equally as well 
to claim 6. 

10. For claim 7, Comroe-Castillo teaches, the system of claim 6 wherein each entry 
in the master dispatch database comprises a send field, indicating whether the entry 
should be sent to the one or more mobile terminals. (See Castillo, Col. 46 line 35 to Col. 
47 line 2, Col. 56 lines 23-54, Col. 57 lines 30-54 and Col. 58 lines 1-5) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 6, applies equally as well 
to claim 7. 
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11. For claim 8, Comroe-Castillo teaches, the system of claim 7 wherein the gateway 
computer accesses the master dispatch database and sends to the one or more mobile 
terminals information regarding those entries in which the send field is set to indicate 
that the entry should be sent. (See Castillo, Col. 46 line 35 to Col. 47 line 2, Col. 56 
lines 23-54, Col. 57 lines 30-54 and Col. 58 lines 1-5) 

The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 6, applies equally as well 
to claim 8. 

12. Claims 12, 15, 16, and 17 disclose the same limitation but in the form of a 
method as opposed to a system, the rejection applied to claims 3. 6, 7 and 8 applies 
equally as well to claims 12, 15, 16, and 1 7. 

13. Claims 4, 5, 13 and 14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Comroe-Castillo as applied to claims 3, 6, 7, 8, 12, 15, 16, and 17 are above, and 
further in view of Franza (U.S. Patent 6,035,187). 

14. For claim 4, Comroe teaches, the system of claim 3 wherein the master dispatch 
database comprises a master call data table and the local dispatch database on each 
mobile terminal comprises a local call data table, (See Comroe, Col. 7 lines 18-35 and 
Col. 7 line 56 to Col. 8 line 24) 
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Comroe fails to teach, each entry in the master call data table and the local call data 
table containing information about a matter for which services must be dispatched. 

Franza teaches, each entry in the master call data table and the local call data table 
containing information about a matter for which services must be dispatched. (See 
Franza, Col. 7 line 35 to Col. 8 line 40) 

It would be obvious of one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the system of Comroe-Castillo with the method of Franza because both 



provide improvements to the forpublic safety communication systems. (See Castillo, 



Col. 4 lines 6-14), (See Comroe, Col. 2 lines 50-62) and (See Franza, Col 1. lines 11- 



1 5. For claim 5, Comroe teaches, the system of claim 4 wherein the master dispatch 
database further comprises a master unit data table and the local dispatch database on 
each mobile terminal further comprises a local unit data table, each entry in the master 
unit data table and the local unit data table containing information about one of the 
mobile units. (See Comroe, Col. 7 lines 18-35 and Col. 7 line 56 to Col. 8 line 24) 




41) 



The same motivation that was utilized in the rejection of claim 4, applies equally as well 
to claim 6. 
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16. Claims 13 and 14 disclose the same limitation but in the form of a method as 
opposed to a system, the rejection applied to claims 4 and 5 applies equally as well to 
claims 13 and 14. 

17. Claims 9 and 18 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Comroe-Castillo as applied to claims 3, 6, 7, 8, 12, 15, 16, and 17 above, and further in 
view of Fumarolo et al. (U.S. Patent 6,204,844). 

18. For claim 9, Comroe-Castillo teaches, the system of claim 8 further comprising a 
switch attached to the gateway computer capable of wireless transmission (See 
Comroe, Col. 6 lines 35-47) 

Comroe-Castillo fails to teach, wherein the one or more mobile terminals further 
comprise a wireless modem that is attached to the processor. 

Fumarolo teaches, wherein the one or more mobile terminals further comprise a 
wireless modem that is attached to the processor. (See Fumarolo, Col. 4 lines 43-58) 

It would be obvious of one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the system of Comroe with the method of Castillo and Fumarolo because both 
provide for improvements to the public safety systems. (See Castillo, Col. 4 lines 6-14), 
(See Comroe , Col. 2 lines 50-62) and (See Fumarolo, Col. 1 lines 33 and 42) 
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19. Claim 18 disclose the same limitation but in the form of a method as opposed to 
a system, the rejection applied to claim 9 applies equally as well to claim 18. 

Conclusion 

20. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Gallant et al. (U.S. Patent 5,761 ,500) discloses a system that is 
used for wireless communication with a database. 

21 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Watanabe et al. (U.S. Patent 5,819,016) discloses a system that 
provides three-dimensional information as to a location of monitored vehicles. 

22. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Farrar et al. (U.S. Patent 6,122,671) discloses a system that 
mobile communication system for a computer aided dispatch system. 

23. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Froeberg (U.S. Patent 6,233,517) disclose a system that based 
on positional information of vehicles connected to the system it calculates which vehicle 
can respond most quickly to a location. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ajay M Bhatia whose telephone number is (571 )-272- 
3906. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack Harvey can be reached on (571 )-272-3896. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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